REMARKS 

1, 2. Claim 8 has been amended to recite "all said walls" and applicant 
believes there is sufficient antecedent therefore particularly since the 
claim now also calls for "a plurality of resilient members located on 
respective • . .". 

3. Claims 1 # 6-12 are now believed to comply with 35 U.S.C. 112 , 
second paratraph by calling for "a pair of second hinges for affixing 
respective said side wall to said rear wall,". 

4, 5. Claims 1, 6-13, 18 and 19 as' now presented are believed to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Hart '918 in view of Furtner '549. 
Claim 1 has now been amended to include the structural limitations pre- 
viously presented in claims 2-4 and thus the following remarks will be 
directed to also include Rockom et al '252 and Chern '041. 

Hart is directed to a collapsible storage container formed of four 
frame walls with steel mesh, a top frame with steel mesh and a pallet 
bottom. The Hart container also includes a pair of spaced hooks 14 welded 
to the bottom rung of the frame forming front wall 6, likewise on the back 
wall 8, and two pairs of spaced longer hooks 15 attached to the bottom rungs 
of side walls 7 and 9 which fit under the pallet and engage the side joists 
4. The base members 5 appear to be the same thickness as the thickness of 
metal forming L-shaped hooks 15 and thus the entire container and pallet 
bottom appear to rest on four portions of hooks 15 and two (or more) base 
members 5. Hart does not suggest or teach the "fastener means for releasably 
attaching said front wall between said side walls", as acknowledged by the 
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Examiner. Nor does Hart suggest or teach the other structural recitations 
in claim 1, for example. 

Furtner discloses a container with a base and four side walls 3-6 
each of which includes a pair of spaced swivel pins 60 that engage within 
grooves 51 in the base 2 to releasably lock each of the walls 3-6 to the 
base 2. Such an arrangement would seem to be contra-indicated by Hart 
which has hinges connecting each of the side walls to each other and a top 
or roof also hingedly connected. The front wall (or any wall) of Furtner 
is hinged , but not as the front wall of Hart, i.e., the Furtner hinge is 
to the base 2, not to the wall as in Hart. Thus one having ordinary skill 
in the art would not obviously reconstruct Hart by somehow providing a 
bottom hinged front wall of Hart like that allegedly taught by Furtner. 
Furthermore, the front pair of L-shaped hooks of Hart would virtually make 
such a reconstruction improbable if not impossible. 

With regard to claims 6, 7 and 18, the small tabs 21 of Hart are not 
the same as or suggest the flanges called for in these claims. Claims 6 
and 7 respectively, call for "a pair of downwardly disposed flanges 
extending substantially the entire length of said side portion of said roof 
each said flange being located laterally outwardly of and adjacent to re- 
spective said side walls", and 

"a downwardly disposed flange extending substantially the entire width of 
said roof ... being located laterally outwardly of and adjacent to said 
front wall . . Furthermore, Harts pair of locating L-shaped lugs 22 
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extend under the adjacent frame 10 of front wall 6 which prevents roof 
17 from being opened until wall 6 is displaced by opening same (col. 3, 
lines 24-31). 

Applicant disputes that 23 of Hart is a resilient member but 23 is 
a lock "to retain the walls and roof in the container configuration™ 
(col. 3, lines 42-46). 

Since Hart includes steel mesh on all sides, back, front and roof, 
it is highly unlikely that anyone would be led to provide same with medial 
handle openings 24 of Furtner. Also, to provide such openings through the 
steel frames of the side walls of Hart would not be at all obvious since 
that would adversely effect the structural integrity of the Hart container. 

Applicant is unable to find any "sealing means" or resilient members 
anywhere in Hart, and therefore disagrees with the suggestions otherwise 
set forth by the Examiner with respect to claims 8, 12, and 19. 

The bubble packing of Rockom in the container does not meet the reci- 
tations with respect to insulation carried by the walls and roof of appli- 
cant's claimed invention which is without a bottom and therefore not even 
a container as understood in the art. 

The Chern patent does not disclose a hinge medially of a front wall 
as claimed herein. Applicant submits that FIGS. 1, 2 and 3 are misnumbered 
by numeral 21 going to identify the beams which are properly marked as 62. 
The only hinges 21 are located adjacent the bottom portion of each side 
panels 15, 16 and adjacent the top portion of front and rear panels 13, 14 
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so that they allegedly may be reduced in size to fit within the foldable 
box of FIG. 8. Thus Chern is not at all applicable to applicant's claimed 
invention. Even if the Chern disclosure had hinges medially of the front 
wall, a person having ordinary skill in the art would not reconstruct Hart 
in view of Furtner in view of Rockom et al in view of Chern as only suggested 
by the Examiner and not by the references themselves nor are there appropriate 
motivations for doing so. One would have to cut the steel frame of the front 
wall in two places and provide two hinges to the front wall of Hart. Why 
would anybody do that except to use applicant's disclosure as a roadmap to 
derive an alleged structure on which to improperly reject applicants claims. 
6, 7. See above. Also the removable issue has been addressed above. 

8. Cl aims 5 and 16 have been cancelled and renders this issue moot. 

9. Claim 23 now depends on claim 13 and is believed to be patentable 
over all of the applied references for reasons submitted above. Applicant 
does not deny that a heater is often supplied in enclosures for use in pre- 
venting freezes to above ground pipes including backflow preventers. Of 
course, nobody would put a heater in the container of Hart in view of 
Furtner since the wire mesh of roof and the walls of Hart would counter in^?^ : 
dicate that this be done. 

10. The other prior art made of record has been considered but are less 
pertinent than those employed in the rejection. 

11. New claims 25-29 have been added to afford applicant its appropriate 
protection on his invention. These claims are believed to be patentable over 
the art of record for substantially the same reasons as the amended claims herein. 
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12. A telephone interview is respectfully requested prior to any 
final action on the merits to discuss with the Examiner any proposed 
modifications of the claims to better define the invention under 35 
U.S.C. 112 , second paragraph and/or over the art of record under 35 
U.S.C. 103. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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